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The complex nature of work tasks leads many organizations to organize work around
teams, which must develop the capacity to cope with and adapt to a variety of
adverse situations. However, our knowledge and understanding of what enables and
inhibits the development of resilient teams, that is, change in teams' resilience capac-
ity, have yet to be fully developed. Drawing on the build hypothesis of broaden-and-
build theory, we explore the dynamic emotional, social, and cognitive elements that
underlie change in team resilience capacity. We posit that a change in a team's emo-
tional culture of joy predicts change in team resilience capacity through both social
and cognitive mechanisms (i.e., change in mutuality and change in reflexivity). The
results from a two-wave study involving 91 teams (comprising 1291 individual
responses) indicate that the positive relationship between change in the emotional
culture of joy and change in team resilience capacity is mediated by change in mutu-
ality and change in reflexivity. This research advances the emerging literature on
team resilience by theoretically delineating the underlying affective, social, and cogni-
tive collective mechanisms that lead to within-team variability in team resilience
capacity.
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1 | INTRODUCTION
In an increasingly dynamic business environment, organizations and
their members often face a variety of adverse situations (James, 2011;
Stoverink, Kirkman, Mistry, & Rosen, 2020). Thus, resilience, the
capacity to successfully cope with setbacks and adversity (Sutcliffe &
Vogus, 2003), is a key subject of inquiry in organizational studies
(King, Newman, & Luthans, 2016; Wright & Quick, 2009). As the work
in most organizations is primarily organized around teams
(McDaniel & Salas, 2018) and teamwork is often used for critical tasks
that entail high risk (Kozlowski & Chao, 2018; Maynard, Kennedy, &
Resick, 2018), scholars have noted the need to better understand
how teams develop resilience (Stoverink, Kirkman, Mistry, &
Rosen, 2020). However, the theoretical development and empirical
research on team resilience in the workplace are still in their infancy
(Hartmann, Weiss, Newman, & Hoegl, 2020; King, Newman, &
Luthans, 2016).
Conservation of resources (COR) theory suggests that work team
resilience may develop indirectly from resource passageways, that is,
fertile grounds for the development of resources, through resource
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caravans, that is, co-existing resources (Chen, Westman, &
Hobfoll, 2015; Hobfoll, 2011a; Hobfoll, Halbesleben, Neveu, &
Westman, 2018). This relationship occurs because resource passage-
ways may fuel broaden-and-build (BnB) dynamics that benefit the
development of additional resources, which ultimately cultivate resil-
ience (Halbesleben, Neveu, Paustian-Underdahl, & Westman, 2014;
Hobfoll, 2011b). Connecting these arguments to the core tenets of
BnB theory (Fredrickson, 2001), we argue that positive emotional
team cultures function as a resource passageway. According to BnB
theory, positive emotions, such as those expressed in a positive emo-
tional team culture, not only buffer against adverse demands (undoing
effect) but also broaden people's thought-action repertoire, which is
conducive to building durable social and cognitive resources that are
essential for coping with and growing from adversity (Cohn,
Fredrickson, Brown, Mikels, & Conway, 2009; Fredrickson &
Joiner, 2002; Garland et al., 2010). In particular, the build hypothesis
of BnB theory suggests a dynamic view and argues that changes in
positive emotional experiences may foster growth in psychological
resources such as resilience via growth in social and cognitive
resources (Fredrickson, 2013; Fredrickson, Cohn, Coffey, Pek, &
Finkel, 2008). This dynamic view is in line with COR theory's argu-
ment that resource growth begets future growth in connected
resources (Hobfoll, 2011a).
Building on COR theory as an overall framework and BnB theory
for deriving specific pathways, we theorize about a dynamic dual
pathway model that hypothesizes change-to-change relationships and
explains how team resilience capacity in organizations can be devel-
oped. First, we focus on the role of teams' emotional culture of joy as
a key manifestation of positive collective emotions (Barsade &
O'Neill, 2016; Fredrickson, 2013; Menges & Kilduff, 2015) and a key
driver of team resilience (Fredrickson, 2003). We then argue that
teams' emotional culture is a passageway that facilitates the develop-
ment of resource caravans, which facilitate team resilience (Chen,
Westman, & Hobfoll, 2015). Thus, we theorize about and empirically
test the role of (1) social mechanisms in teams—focusing on mutuality,
which represents committed, supportive, and empathetic teamwork
(Dutton & Heaphy, 2003) and is key for team functioning (Tse,
Dasborough, & Ashkanasy, 2008) and collectives' resilience (Barton &
Kahn, 2019; Lawrence & Maitlis, 2012; Williams, Gruber, Sutcliffe,
Shepherd, & Zhao, 2017); and (2) cognitive mechanisms in teams—
focusing on reflexivity, which encompasses situational awareness,
overt exploration, and collective information sharing (Schippers, den
Hartog, & Koopman, 2007; Schippers, Edmondson, & West, 2014).
These processes are key to developing the capacity to successfully
handle adversity and learn from it (Carmeli, Dutton, & Hardin, 2015;
Maitlis & Sonenshein, 2010; Stoverink, Kirkman, Mistry, &
Rosen, 2020).
By developing and testing this dynamic dual pathway model,
shown in Figure 1, based on latent change score (LCS) modeling, our
study contributes to the literature in three ways. First, we contribute
to the literature on resilience in the workplace by examining a rela-
tively understudied question concerning the antecedents of team
resilience (Hartmann, Weiss, & Hoegl, 2020; King, Newman, &
Luthans, 2016; Stoverink, Kirkman, Mistry, & Rosen, 2020) and by
delineating a dual pathway model that reveals the underlying mecha-
nisms of team resilience. Specifically, our research highlights the role
of collective positive affect in building team resilience capacity. In
doing so, we extend the prior theorizing on team resilience, which has
only paid limited attention to affective team mechanisms of team
resilience (Stoverink, Kirkman, Mistry, & Rosen, 2020). Moreover, we
address the call of Caza, Barton, Christianson, and Sutcliffe (2020) to
investigate the mechanisms of resilience in organizations. Specifically,
we shed light on the important role of mutuality and reflexivity in
teams, which may not only foster team resilience but also further
delineate why and how a team's emotional culture of joy links to team
resilience capacity.
Second, we answer the scholarly calls to shed light on the
dynamic nature of resources at work (Vantilborgh, Hofmans, &
Judge, 2018), the dynamics in team contexts (Cronin, 2015; Matusik,
Hollenbeck, Matta, & Oh, 2019), and the dynamic nature of team resil-
ience (Gucciardi et al., 2018). Most workplace phenomena are
dynamic in nature, most organizational theories specify dynamic phe-
nomena, and teams are dynamic entities (Cronin, 2015; Matusik,
Hollenbeck, Matta, & Oh, 2019; Vantilborgh, Hofmans, &
Judge, 2018). Nevertheless, the research capturing the dynamic team
processes that lead to positive changes in teams is still scant, and
empirical quantitative research on team resilience has primarily relied
on cross-sectional data (Chapman et al., 2020). Extending this prior
work, we focus on change-to-change relationships and shift the line
of research on team resilience from between-team variability in team
resilience capacity (as investigated in cross-sectional research) to
within-team variation.
F IGURE 1 Conceptual model
of the study
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Third, although interest in resilience in the workplace has dramati-
cally increased in recent decades, as reflected in the rising number of
conceptual pieces and reviews (e.g., Kossek & Perrigino, 2016;
Stoverink, Kirkman, Mistry, & Rosen, 2020; Williams, Gruber, Sutcliffe,
Shepherd, & Zhao, 2017), “there has been only a limited integration of
theory to explain how resilience develops” (King, Newman, &
Luthans, 2016, p. 784), which is why the prior work has called for the-
oretical advancement of the research on team resilience (Hartmann,
Weiss, Newman, & Hoegl, 2020; Hartwig, Clarke, Johnson, &
Willis, 2020). We build on COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll,
Halbesleben, Neveu, & Westman, 2018) to develop our overall con-
ceptual framework, in which a resource passageway provides nurtur-
ing ground for fertilizing resource caravans comprising connected but
different resources, which ultimately help in building team resilience.
To specify these resources, we rely on BnB theory
(Fredrickson, 2001), which highlights the BnB dynamics of positive
emotions that foster psychological resilience via social and cognitive
pathways. Given that COR theory and BnB theory belong to the most
influential theories in organizational psychology and research on
stress and resilience (Fredrickson & Joiner, 2018; Hobfoll,
Halbesleben, Neveu, & Westman, 2018), stronger integration of these
theories in the study of resilience in the workplace seems warranted
(Hartmann, Weiss, Newman, & Hoegl, 2020). By advancing this line of
research, we extend theorizing to the team level of analysis. Further-
more, we focus on dynamic change-to-change relationships. Thus, we
contribute to the relatively scarce empirical research on gain-spiral
pathways from passageways to resource caravans proposed by COR
theory (Halbesleben, Neveu, Paustian-Underdahl, & Westman, 2014)
and on the build hypothesis of BnB theory (Fredrickson, 2013). In tak-
ing the step to integrate these theoretical perspectives into our final
conceptual model, we advance the theory by more fully explaining the
underlying dynamics in the development of team resilience.
2 | THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND
HYPOTHESES
2.1 | Team resilience
Resilience constitutes a psychological resource and is one of the core
constructs of positive psychology (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000)
and positive organizational behavior (Luthans & Youssef, 2007). The
construct has received considerable scholarly attention as one compo-
nent of the state-like resource of psychological capital (Luthans,
Youssef, & Avolio, 2007). Scholars have argued that resilience shares
some conceptual overlap with the concept of thriving, as both con-
cepts indicate a state of positive adjustment (Spreitzer, Sutcliffe,
Dutton, Sonenshein, & Grant, 2005). However, resilience encom-
passes circumstances of adversity or significant challenges (King,
Newman, & Luthans, 2016). Prior research has highlighted that certain
more stable characteristics and features, such as courage or hope,
have buffering functions and may ameliorate functioning in cases of
adversity (Fisher, Ragsdale, & Fisher, 2019; Richardson, 2002).
Beyond these promoting factors, individuals and teams must activate
certain mechanisms that relate to the specific reactions and strategies
of which individuals and teams make use in the face of adversity to be
able to handle such adversity and to respond successfully to it
(Hartmann, Weiss, & Hoegl, 2020; McLarnon & Rothstein, 2013). For
example, the mechanism of emotion regulation may help to reduce
the experience of distress and increase the experience of positive
emotions in the face of adversity, while applying effective
coping mechanisms is necessary to successfully adjust (Gloria &
Steinhardt, 2016; Kossek & Perrigino, 2016; Tugade &
Fredrickson, 2007).
Focusing on the team level of analysis, we define team resil-
ience as the capacity of a team to successfully cope with adverse
situations, adapt and grow (Carmeli, Friedman, & Tishler, 2013). As
such, team resilience capacity describes a team's potential to show
positive functioning in the face of adversity (Stoverink, Kirkman,
Mistry, & Rosen, 2020). Whereas teams can possess a resilience
capacity with or without having experienced adversity, they must
face adversity to demonstrate resilience (Britt, Shen, Sinclair,
Grossman, & Klieger, 2016; Stoverink, Kirkman, Mistry, &
Rosen, 2020). In line with the previous theorizing on team resilience
capacity (Stoverink, Kirkman, Mistry, & Rosen, 2020) and following
Marks, Mathieu, and Zaccaro (2001, p. 357), we conceptualize team
resilience capacity as an emergent state of a team, which is defined
as the “properties of the team that are typically dynamic in nature
and vary as a function of team context, inputs, processes, and out-
comes.” This conceptualization implies that team resilience capacity
is dynamic and can be influenced by prior experience and team
members' interactions (Sutcliffe & Vogus, 2003). We provide a first
attempt to understand how team resilience capacity changes and
develops (i.e., treating change in team resilience capacity as an
outcome).
Scholars suggest that acquiring resource endowments is likely to
boost resilience (Gucciardi et al., 2018; Williams, Gruber, Sutcliffe,
Shepherd, & Zhao, 2017). In this regard, COR theory argues that nur-
turing grounds, so-called passageways, are helpful in creating resource
caravans, that is, co-traveling resources, which together enhance team
resilience (Chen, Westman, & Hobfoll, 2015). We argue that an emo-
tional culture of joy in teams functions as a nurturing ground, as can
be explained by BnB theory (Fredrickson, 2013; Halbesleben, Neveu,
Paustian-Underdahl, & Westman, 2014). BnB theory suggests that
positive emotional experience is key in fostering resilience because it
broadens and builds social and cognitive resources that are conducive
to enhancing resilience (Fredrickson & Joiner, 2002). The build
hypothesis of BnB theory focuses on the lasting changes that are
fueled by repeated positive emotional experiences over time
(Fredrickson, 2013). It posits that changes in positive emotions can
lead to changes in both social and cognitive mechanisms, which, in
turn, lead to changes in psychological resources such as resilience
(Cohn, Fredrickson, Brown, Mikels, & Conway, 2009; Fredrickson,
Cohn, Coffey, Pek, & Finkel, 2008; Fredrickson & Joiner, 2002). In
what follows, we first discuss the role of collective emotional experi-
ences (manifested by an emotional culture of joy) in fostering team
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resilience capacity followed by a discussion of the social and cognitive
mechanisms that link an emotional culture of joy with team resilience
capacity.
2.2 | An emotional culture of joy and team
resilience capacity
The research suggests that over time and because of reiterating group
emotions, patterns or regularities in group emotions emerge in team
settings, forming a shared perception of the team's affective experi-
ence such as an affective climate or an emotional culture (Menges &
Kilduff, 2015). Even within the same organization, different teams are
likely to develop distinct affective patterns (Tse, Dasborough, &
Ashkanasy, 2008). Whereas the construct of affective climate
describes a general collective emotional tone of different emotions of
the same valence (Menges & Kilduff, 2015; Tse, Dasborough, &
Ashkanasy, 2008), emotional culture refers to a specific common dis-
crete emotion, either positive, such as joy or companionate love, or
negative, such as anger and fear (Barsade & O'Neill, 2014; Menges &
Kilduff, 2015; Ozcelik & Barsade, 2018). Here, we focus on emotional
culture, which is defined as “the behavioral norms and artifacts, as
well as the underlying values and assumptions, that guide the
expression (or suppression) of specific emotions and the appropriate-
ness of displaying those emotions within a social unit” (O'Neill &
Rothbard, 2017, p. 78). In an exploratory study, Barsade and
O'Neill (2014, see Appendix) found that working units expressed the
emotional culture of joy most frequently and significantly more than
other emotional cultures. This finding is in line with prior research,
which suggests that joy is the most often felt emotion and, thus, one
of the most basic and prevalent human manifestations of positive
affect (Ekman, 1992; Fredrickson, 2013; Shaver, Schwartz, Kirson, &
O'Connor, 1987). Compared with other positive emotions, such as
contentment or satisfaction, which are characterized by low emotional
activation, joy is a high-arousal emotion (Fredrickson, 1998;
Russell, 1980). Thus, joy drives action and creates an urge to become
involved and to be connected to others, whereas contentment, for
instance, drives a more self-focused urge to savor current experiences
and integrate them into mental schemes (Fredrickson, 1998, 2013;
Frijda, 1986). Because of these distinct effects of emotions of the
same valence (for a more detailed description of the different effects
of positive emotions, see Fredrickson, 2013), scholars have noted that
the research on group emotions could benefit from studying specific
discrete emotions instead of applying a valence-based approach
(i.e., positive versus negative emotions) (Menges & Kilduff, 2015).
Therefore, we focus on one specific discrete emotion in our analysis:
the emotion of joy.
Feelings of joy arise in safe contexts and emerge when people
experience a pleasant stimulus or a moment of good fortune
(Fredrickson, 2013; Frijda, 1988). Thus, a feeling of joy can arise from
the experience of a pleasant situation such as a cheerful event or a
happy moment with another person or from receiving good news
(Ekman, 1992; Frijda, 1988). The research suggests that individual
feelings of joy will converge to a shared emotional culture of joy
through direct and indirect crossover processes such as empathy,
emotional contagion, normative processes, or shared affective experi-
ences (e.g., Ashkanasy, 2003; Barsade & Knight, 2015; Barsade &
O'Neill, 2014; Hobfoll, Halbesleben, Neveu, & Westman, 2018;
Menges & Kilduff, 2015).
An emotional culture of joy is defined as the “behavioral norms,
artifacts, and underlying values and assumptions reflecting the actual
expression or suppression” of joy, happiness, excitement, and enthusi-
asm and “the degree of perceived appropriateness of these emotions,
transmitted through feeling and normative mechanisms within a social
unit” (Barsade & Knight, 2015, p. 26). In teams that are characterized
by an emotional culture of joy, team members often share joy through
spoken words, facial expressions, body language, or auditory tone
(Barsade & O'Neill, 2014). In a workplace context, an emotional cul-
ture of joy is developed and becomes recognizable through joking,
displaying a playful spirit in team meetings, or having fun through
cheerful activities. Members of teams with a high level of the emo-
tional culture of joy will smile and share their good feelings in conver-
sations (Barsade & O'Neill, 2016; Shaver, Schwartz, Kirson, &
O'Connor, 1987). As such, an emotional culture of joy is similar to an
emotional culture of joviality (O'Neill & Rothbard, 2017), as it
embraces having fun at work. However, joviality is closer to the feel-
ing of amusement in that it embraces and values pranks and teasing
(Barsade & O'Neill, 2016; O'Neill & Rothbard, 2017), which is not part
of an emotional culture of joy. Importantly, in teams with an intense
emotional culture of joy, cheerful behavior is valued and appreciated
(Barsade & O'Neill, 2016). Therefore, an emotional culture of joy can
be elicited and maintained through different actions, including leaders'
role modeling, team artifacts such as visible team pictures, and rituals
such as social gatherings that show and symbolize cheerful interac-
tions between team members (Barsade & O'Neill, 2016; Menges &
Kilduff, 2015). However, scholars note that implementing a culture
that promotes joy and fun at work is complex and takes time, as
employees' response to organizational initiatives may be ambivalent
(Fleming, 2005; Owler, Morrison, & Plester, 2010).
BnB theory predicts that positive emotional experiences enhance
resilience through different mechanisms (Fredrickson, 2013). First,
positive emotions have a so-called undoing effect. They revitalize key
resources by buffering against the negative consequences of negative
emotions, which people are likely to perceive in stressful situations
(Fredrickson, Mancuso, Branigan, & Tugade, 2000; Tugade &
Fredrickson, 2004). Second, according to the broaden hypothesis of
BnB theory, the experience of positive emotions broadens an entity's
range of cognition and action options, leading to cognitive
flexibility and more inclusive and connected social perceptions
(Fredrickson, 2013; Rhee, 2007). Third, according to the build hypoth-
esis, positive emotions may accumulate and compound over time and
may place entities on positive trajectories of growth, fostering
increases in other positive resources, which are essential for coping
with hardship and adversity as well as subsequent adaptation
(Fredrickson, Cohn, Coffey, Pek, & Finkel, 2008; Fredrickson &
Joiner, 2002; Waugh & Fredrickson, 2006). Prior research argues that
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these mechanisms are not only relevant at the individual level of anal-
ysis but are also important features of social interactions in teams
(e.g., Fredrickson, 2003; Rhee, 2007; Stephens, Heaphy, Carmeli,
Spreitzer, & Dutton, 2013). In fact, BnB theory argues that the posi-
tive influence of positive affect on the growth of personal resources
amplifies when positive affect is co-experienced and shared
(Fredrickson, 2016; Prinzing et al., 2020). In a team context, this argu-
ment suggests that positive emotional experience may ameliorate
workforce strain and the negative effects of collectively felt stressors
(Knight, Menges, & Bruch, 2018), and it may further build collective
resources over time through team member interactions (Rhee, 2007),
which can foster team resilience (Fredrickson, 2003). In line with this,
research indicates that collective positive emotions are positively
related to team resilience capacity (Meneghel, Salanova, &
Martínez, 2016).
The build hypothesis of BnB theory suggests that it is important
to consider the growth of positive emotions (Fredrickson, 2013). This
suggestion is in line with the research on group affect, which has
highlighted that acknowledging emotional dynamics is key for under-
standing group functioning (Barsade & Knight, 2015; Knight, 2015;
Menges & Kilduff, 2015). In particular, the build hypothesis posits that
the accumulation of positive emotions may trigger positive change in
additional resources (Garland et al., 2010). In line with this dynamic
view, COR theory argues that shared conditions, such as an emotional
culture of joy, can be nurturing and can fuel generative
resource dynamics (Halbesleben, Neveu, Paustian-Underdahl, &
Westman, 2014; Hobfoll, Halbesleben, Neveu, & Westman, 2018).
Providing initial evidence for this theorizing, empirical research has
found that positive change, that is, increases, in teams' positive affec-
tive tone predicted negative change, that is, decreases, in team absen-
teeism (Mason & Griffin, 2003), which is an important outcome of
workplace strain (Knight, Menges, & Bruch, 2018). Based on these
arguments, we suggest that positive change in teams' emotional
culture of joy may lead to increases in teams' resilience capacity,
which enables teams to handle strain and stressors. Thus, we propose
the following:
Hypothesis 1. There is a positive relationship between change in the
emotional culture of joy and change in team resilience
capacity.
2.3 | The mediating role of social and cognitive
mechanisms
BnB theory suggests that positive emotional experiences build conse-
quential resources through the effect of such experience on broad-
ened social and cognitive awareness (Fredrickson, 2013). As such, an
increase in positive collective emotional experiences can unleash
change in social and cognitive resources, ultimately putting teams
onto positive trajectories of growth (Fredrickson, 2001). It is likely
that these processes are not isolated but connected to each other, as
can be explained by COR theory, which highlights the idea of resource
caravans (Hobfoll, 2011a). Resource caravans describe the phenome-
non whereby resources tend to develop and change in packs and,
thus, resource pathways are unlikely to exist individually (Hobfoll,
Halbesleben, Neveu, & Westman, 2018). This phenomenon occurs
because resources are likely to emerge from nurturing conditions, that
is, passageways, which not only affect resources individually but
instead influence connected resources in similar ways
(Hobfoll, 2011a). These passageways “may fuel broaden-and-build
dynamics (Fredrickson, 2003) to the benefit of goal achievement and
additional resources” (Halbesleben, Neveu, Paustian-Underdahl, &
Westman, 2014, p. 1352). COR theory argues that culture in organiza-
tions may function as an important passageway that potentially helps
develop resilience (or inhibits it) (Hobfoll, Halbesleben, Neveu, &
Westman, 2018). Following this line of thinking, we suggest that a
team's emotional culture of joy may function as a nurturing passage-
way that fuels broaden and build processes to foster simultaneous
growth of additional resources. In what follows, we specify a social
(mutuality) and a cognitive (reflexivity) mechanism that explain why
change in an emotional culture of joy leads to change in team resil-
ience capacity.
2.4 | The mediating role of mutuality
BnB theory suggests (and ample empirical research supports) that
increasing experience of positive emotions fosters social resources,
which in turn fosters people's physical functioning and mental resil-
ience (e.g., Fredrickson, Cohn, Coffey, Pek, & Finkel, 2008; Johnson &
Fredrickson, 2005; Kok et al., 2013). Concerning the path from posi-
tive emotions to social resources, BnB theory posits that positive
emotions experienced in a given context facilitate the broadening of
thought–action repertoires in ways that allow members to cultivate
high-quality social relationships (Fredrickson, 2001; Waugh &
Fredrickson, 2006). In this regard, research has found that the experi-
ence of positive emotions predicts higher self-other overlap and a
more complex understanding of other people (Fredrickson, Cohn,
Coffey, Pek, & Finkel, 2008; Waugh & Fredrickson, 2006). Further-
more, with increasing positive emotional experience, people feel
closer to each other (Kok et al., 2013) and are more likely to develop
inclusive group representations, that is, feelings of “us” instead of
“them” (Dovidio, Gaertner, Isen, & Lowrance, 1995). In line with this
phenomenon, collective positive affect fosters mutual prosocial
behavior, such as empathy (West et al., 2020). Concerning the dis-
crete emotion of joy, BnB theory and research on emotions suggest
that joy frees activation and motivates people to socially connect to
others and engage in these social relationships (Fredrickson, 2013;
Frijda, 1986). As such, collective feelings of joy motivate the building
of genuine high-quality relationships within the given context.
Mutuality captures the essence of experiencing high-quality work
relationships because it manifests members' experience of full partici-
pation and engagement in a connection (Carmeli, Jones, &
Binyamin, 2016; Dutton & Heaphy, 2003; Miller & Stiver, 1997). It
encompasses empathetic relating, commitment, and mutual support
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(Carmeli, Brueller, & Dutton, 2009; Stephens, Heaphy, &
Dutton, 2011). In contrast to other forms of social interactions, mutu-
ality is less instrumental but a more humanizing form of an interper-
sonal connection (Carmeli, Dutton, & Hardin, 2015). For example,
whereas interactions such as team–member exchange relationships
focus on the exchange of resources or rewards, require reciprocation,
and are argued to anchor in self-interest (Cole, Schaninger, &
Harris, 2002; Seers, Petty, & Cashman, 1995), mutuality focuses on a
mutually developmental social experience that emphasizes the value
and worth of the people in the connection (Dutton & Heaphy, 2003;
Stephens, Heaphy, & Dutton, 2011). Thus, mutuality captures BnB's
theorizing about positive emotions that instill a sense of mutuality in
the relationships between members. Based on this theorizing, we
suggest that change in the emotional culture of joy fosters change in
mutuality.
High-quality relationships are generative and life giving
(Dutton & Heaphy, 2003) and can form an important resource for
team functioning in general (Tse & Dasborough, 2008; Tse,
Dasborough, & Ashkanasy, 2008) and for team resilience capacity
in particular (Carmeli, Friedman, & Tishler, 2013; Stephens, Heaphy,
Carmeli, Spreitzer, & Dutton, 2013). This phenomenon suggests
that mutuality, as an experience of a positive and high-quality
relationship, is likely to be related to team resilience capacity. One
reason for this relation is that high-quality relationships endoge-
nously equip members with resources to act and produce and
nurture psychological capacities, as highlighted by the relational
resourcing view (Carmeli, Dutton, & Hardin, 2015; Friedman,
Carmeli, & Dutton, 2018). As such, mutuality exemplifies a
generative form of social interrelating, which links to the build
hypothesis of BnB theory (Carmeli, Dutton, & Hardin, 2015;
Fredrickson, 2013). Especially in adverse situations, team members
commonly feel vulnerable and benefit from empathetic and commit-
ted relating (Lilius et al., 2008). Increasing mutuality may create a
holding environment and can reduce collective feelings of anxiety
and strain (Barton & Kahn, 2019; Bliese & Britt, 2001; Kahn, 2001).
Additionally, Lawrence and Maitlis (2012) noted that mutual caring
and empathetic relating may enhance team resilience. This relation-
ship occurs because the enactment and experience of caring
practices strengthen teams' belief in their abilities to deal with
adversity and may moreover expand action options for addressing
challenges (Chen, Westman, & Hobfoll, 2015; Lawrence &
Maitlis, 2012), which is both central to teams' resilience capacity
(Stoverink, Kirkman, Mistry, & Rosen, 2020). We theorize that
mutuality in teams endogenously equips and empowers team
members to act collectively in the face of hardships, to find ways
to cope with and adapt to adverse situations, and to grow from
these experiences. Thus, we posit that change in the emotional
culture of joy leads to change in team resilience capacity through
change in mutuality in teams.
Hypothesis 2. Change in mutuality mediates the positive relationship
between change in the emotional culture of joy and change in
team resilience capacity.
2.5 | The mediating role of reflexivity
BnB theory suggests that positive emotions broaden cognitive aware-
ness and build cognitive resources, which in turn enhance positive
coping repertoires and reduce maladaptation (Fredrickson, 2003;
Fredrickson, Cohn, Coffey, Pek, & Finkel, 2008; Garland et al., 2010).
Concerning the path from positive emotions to cognitive resources,
BnB theory predicts that positive emotions broaden momentary
thought-action repertoires, which enable broadened attention and
more flexible cognition (Fredrickson, 2001). Specifically, the emotion
of joy inspires people to explore, play (including intellectual play), and
integrate (Fredrickson, 1998; Fredrickson & Branigan, 2005). Thus,
people who experience joy are more open to information and show
more flexible, integrative and creative modes of perception and think-
ing (Estrada, Isen, & Young, 1997; Fredrickson, 2013; Fredrickson &
Branigan, 2005; Isen & Daubman, 1984; Isen, Rosenzweig, &
Young, 1991). Consistent with this line of theorizing, a meta-analysis
indicates that mood states, which are activating and associated with
approach motivation, such as joy, had the strongest positive effect on
creative performance, whereas deactivating positive emotional states,
such as serenity, had no effect on creative performance (Baas, De
Dreu, & Nijstad, 2008). Concentrating on the team level of analysis,
Rhee (2006) found that joyful teams were more likely to build on team
members' ideas. Overall, these findings suggest that teams that expe-
rience shared joy develop tendencies for broader cognitive awareness,
flexible modes of thinking and stronger collective information
processing.
Reflexivity is a cognitive process in teams that we believe ade-
quately captures the BnB theoretical foundation. Team reflexivity
refers to “the extent to which group members overtly reflect upon
and communicate about the group's objectives, strategies, and pro-
cesses” (Schippers, Homan, & Knippenberg, 2013, p. 7). Understood
as collective reflection, team reflexivity encompasses situational
awareness, overt exploration, and collective information sharing
(Schippers, den Hartog, & Koopman, 2007; Schippers, Edmondson, &
West, 2014). We suggest that these elements are fostered through
the shared experience of joy. First, according to BnB theory, joy
broadens awareness and creates the urge for intellectual play and
exploration, which may foster open collective reflection
(Fredrickson & Levenson, 1998). Furthermore, BnB theory suggests
that when team members experience positive emotions, they have
greater capacity to broaden and deepen their perspectives, which
facilitates integrative discussion and collective information processing
(Fredrickson, 2013; Fredrickson & Branigan, 2005). Prior research
indicates that collective positive emotions positively relate to teams'
information elaboration (Pillay, Park, Kim, & Lee, 2020) and that joyful
emotions foster team reflexivity (Shin, 2014; Shin, Kim, & Lee, 2016).
Overall, these findings suggest that change in the emotional culture of
joy may lead to subsequent change in team reflexivity.
Reflexivity, in turn, is likely to foster team adaptation and build
team resilience capacity. Particularly in situations of change and crisis,
team members must collectively update and question their existing
mental schemes to develop resilience (Maitlis & Sonenshein, 2010;
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Weick, 1993). Team reflective behaviors enable teams to develop
updated and shared situation awareness (Gomes, Borges, Huber, &
Carvalho, 2014), which enables the identification of signals of disrup-
tions and direct attention (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2006; Williams, Gruber,
Sutcliffe, Shepherd, & Zhao, 2017). When environmental conditions
change or difficulties emerge, it is important to reconsider initial strat-
egies (Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001), as teams' routines may not
be adequate for team functioning in adverse situations (Schippers,
Den Hartog, Koopman, & Wienk, 2003; Stoverink, Kirkman, Mistry, &
Rosen, 2020). In this regard, team reflexivity helps teams interpret sig-
nals from the environment and identify needs for the modification
and adaption of team behaviors (Crossan, Lane, & White, 1999;
Schippers, West, & Dawson, 2015). Prior research has shown that
teams that engage in collective information processing are more likely
to develop creative and innovative solutions to problems (Carmeli,
Dutton, & Hardin, 2015; Schippers, West, & Dawson, 2015). In line
with this finding, teams high on reflexivity tend to experience less
psychological strain (Schippers, West, & Dawson, 2015), potentially
because these teams have more cognitive resources to develop effec-
tive action plans for handling adverse environmental demands
(Schippers, Edmondson, & West, 2014), which links to the build
hypothesis of BnB theory. Finally, engaging in deep and open reflec-
tion in debriefs may also help teams learn and grow from past experi-
ence (Stoverink, Kirkman, Mistry, & Rosen, 2020), thereby
strengthening resilience capacity. Consistent with this line of reason-
ing, studies have suggested that reflective communication and team
reflexivity may facilitate team resilience (Gomes, Borges, Huber, &
Carvalho, 2014; Siegel & Schraagen, 2017). Based on the build
hypothesis of BnB theory (Fredrickson, 2001; Fredrickson, Cohn,
Coffey, Pek, & Finkel, 2008), we suggest that positive change in emo-
tional collective resources may trigger additional positive change in
collective cognitive resources, which drives growth in team resilience.
Hypothesis 3. Change in team reflexivity mediates the positive rela-
tionship between change in the emotional culture of joy and
change in team resilience capacity.
3 | METHOD
To test the hypotheses of our conceptual model, we relied on a
survey-based study with teams from a company that operates in the
services sector in Germany and primarily provides childcare. In
Germany, this sector has been plagued by adversity in recent years
(The New York Times, 2015). Moreover, the company noted that its
work teams were currently facing challenges such as increased role
enrichment and changes resulting from increased digitalization. Thus,
the context in general and this company in particular seemed appro-
priate for studying resilience capacity.
We collected data at two points in time with a time lag of 1 year.
We decided on this time lag for the following reason. To strengthen
its human capital, the company introduced a corporate developmental
program shortly after our survey in Year 1. Strong management
attention was given to the topic of team resilience and how to enable
excellent teamwork despite challenging work conditions. The develop-
mental program included specifically designed training offerings, infor-
mation and articles on the topic in the corporate magazine,
information on the topic on the corporate intranet and expert talks by
the company's leaders. Importantly, the human resources department
asked each team to specify and implement activities to improve its
teamwork based on the results of the survey in Year 1. However, this
was not a standardized process, and the human resources department
imposed no guidelines concerning what these team activities should
look like, as the general corporate philosophy was that team leader-
ship should be empowered to pursue what is best for the team and be
able to address team-specific needs. As a result, the implemented
activities looked different for each team. In our study design, we pro-
vided enough time for these activities to potentially take effect.
Fredrickson (2013) argued that empirical studies on the build hypoth-
esis of BnB theory require time for resources to grow. Additionally,
resources such as teams' emotional cultures are deeply ingrained and
change slowly (Barsade & O'Neill, 2014). For these empirical and
theoretical reasons, we considered a time lag of 1 year to be suitable
for our study.
3.1 | Sample
In Year 1 (T1), 1427 employees, and, in Year 2 (T2), 1406 employees,
organized into 135 teams, were invited to participate in the survey. At
T1, we received 945 completed questionnaires, resulting in a response
rate of 66.2%. At T2, we received 773 completed questionnaires,
resulting in a response rate of 55.0%.
Because we aimed for an analysis at the team level, we excluded
those teams from which we received fewer than two completed ques-
tionnaires from team members in each wave. In a second step, we
matched the answers from teams in T1 with answers from teams in
T2. Our final data set contained 91 teams with feedback from
711 individuals in T1 and 580 individuals in T2. The majority of the
sample was female, which is typical for the care sector (Barsade &
O'Neill, 2014). The mean team size was 11.23 members. The data set
contained teams of two different job types: either the teams worked
in childcare centers and were responsible for childcare or they worked
on administrative and consulting tasks such as personal development,
accounting, or client consulting. Of the 91 teams, 31 teams worked
on administrative and consulting tasks, and 60 teams worked in
childcare.
3.2 | Measures
We used established scales from the literature to assess our variables.
Furthermore, we relied on team members' ratings to assess the
variables. Specifically, we asked team members to assess the
respective construct with regard to the team in which they worked.
As the questionnaire was distributed in the German language, we
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relied on common translation and back-translation procedures
(Brislin, 1990). The respondents answered the items on a 5-point
Likert scale (unless stated otherwise, 1 = strongly disagree to
5 = strongly agree).
3.3 | Emotional culture of joy
We used the scale for the emotional culture of joy introduced and val-
idated by Barsade and O'Neill (2014). In the main part of the manu-
script, Barsade and O'Neill (2014) investigate the emotional culture
of companionate love. However, to test whether discrete emotional
culture concepts are separable constructs, Barsade and
O'Neill (2014) conducted an additional study in which they identi-
fied the emotional culture of joy as a discrete emotional culture. To
investigate our variable of interest, we relied on the measurement
scale for emotional culture of joy that Barsade and O'Neill (2014)
provide in their Online Appendix C. Based on this scale, team
members indicated the extent to which their team members
expressed emotions of joy at work. As such, this scale captures the
actual expression of emotions, which can be done through spoken
words, facial expressions, body language, auditory tone, or even
touch (O'Neill & Rothbard, 2017). We focus on team members' rec-
ognition of colleagues' emotions, as the effects of interpersonal
emotional experiences are dependent on the perception and inter-
pretation of affective cues (Ashkanasy, 2003). We used a 5-point
Likert scale from 1 = never to 5 = very often and asked about four
discrete emotions including joy and excitement. The scale had
Cronbach's α values of .84 in T1 and .83 in T2.
3.4 | Mutuality
To assess our first mediator, we used the scale for mutuality devel-
oped and validated by Carmeli (2009), which has been used and
received further validation by previous studies (e.g., Carmeli,
Brueller, & Dutton, 2009; Warren & Warren, 2019). The different
items were slightly adapted to the team context. The scale consists of
four items that capture the degree of mutuality in a relationship. Sam-
ple items include “There is a sense of empathy among us” and “We
are committed to one another at work.” Cronbach's α values were .89
inT1 and .87 inT2.
3.5 | Team reflexivity
We relied on the team reflexivity scale used by Schippers, Homan,
and Knippenberg (2013), which was validated by Schippers,
den Hartog, and Koopman (2007). The scale addresses the degree
to which team members reflect their goals and approaches. It
consists of four items, and a sample item is “The team often
reviews its objectives.” Cronbach's α values were .78 in T1 and
.79 in T2.
3.5.1 | Team resilience capacity
We relied on the German version of the Connor–Davidson Resilience
Scale (Connor & Davidson, 2003) to assess team resilience capacity.
Specifically, we used the 10-item version validated by Campbell-Sills
and Stein (2007). In line with our theorizing and our conceptualization
of resilience, this scale captures resilience capacity.
In our study, we wanted to assess the teams' resilience capacity;
however, the individual was the source of the data, and the original
scale used the individual as a referent. We relied on recommendations
by Chan (1998) and used a referent-shift consensus model to ask
team members to assess their team's resilience. As such, we changed
the referent from the individual to the team so that the team mem-
bers rated their team's resilience. A sample item from the scale is “We
are able to adapt to change.” Cronbach's α values were .91 (T1) and
.88 (T2).
3.6 | Aggregation
The constructs considered in this investigation referred to the team as
the unit of analysis; however, the individual was the source of the
data. We relied on Chan's (1998) framework to specify how lower-
level data could generate high-level constructs. As such, we aggre-
gated individual scores into a team mean score. To justify the validity
of this aggregation, we followed the recommendations of James,
Demaree, and Wolf (1984) and calculated the within-group agreement
index rwg(j) using the rectangular (uniform) null distribution (James,
Demaree, & Wolf, 1984). This index provides information on the
degree to which raters agree on their ratings of a team construct. The
within-group agreement index rwg(j) for the emotional culture of joy
was .93 in T1 and .93 in T2. The within-group agreement index rwg(j)
for mutuality was .92 in T1 and .94 in T2. For reflexivity, the within-
group agreement index rwg(j) was .88 in T1 and .84 in T2. Finally, the
within-group agreement index rwg(j) for team resilience was .97 in T1
and .97 in T2. As our sample included teams of different sizes, we
checked whether the index was low for some measures in some
teams. This was not found to be the case. Given this homogeneity of
within-team ratings, we aggregated the data by calculating the
arithmetic mean.
3.7 | Control variables
We controlled for team size (excluding team leaders and absent team
members), as prior research has suggested that team size may impact
team resilience because of its influence on team processes
(Giannoccaro, Massari, & Carbone, 2018). Because we had two differ-
ent types of jobs in our sample, we wanted to control for whether this
difference influenced our results. Therefore, we controlled for job
type in the form of a dichotomous variable (0 = administrative and
consulting work, 1 = childcare work). All control variables were
included in all of our calculations.
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3.8 | Common method variance
We measured our constructs based on team members' evaluations,
as we believe that this is the most appropriate source by which to
judge our constructs of interest. Although we measured our vari-
ables based on the same source, we suggest that common method
variance is not a substantial problem in our two-wave study design.
Our study focuses on within-team changes using LCSs. This tempo-
ral and methodological separation of variables is likely to prevent
many problems arising from consistency motifs, idiosyncratic
implicit theories, or social desirability tendencies (Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012). Nevertheless, we paid thorough
attention to avoiding common method variance throughout our
research process (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012).
Concerning procedural remedies, we separated the different scales
in our questionnaire and included questions on other constructs
between our focal scales to prevent priming effects. To check
whether these measures were effective, we used the marker
variable techniques outlined by Lindell and Whitney (2001) and
recommended by Schaller, Patil, and Malhotra (2015). Although
such tests cannot unequivocally prove that common method
variance is not present, the results of our calculations suggested
that common method variance is unlikely to have had a significant
impact on our results.
3.9 | Data analysis
3.9.1 | Model fit
To examine the psychometric properties of the instruments and to
establish construct validity, we performed a confirmatory factor analy-
sis (CFA) with theT1 data of the sample. Relying on recommendations
provided by Hu and Bentler (1999), the results of the CFA suggested
that a four-factor structure showed good fit to the data: χ2
(203) = 525.960**, comparative fit index (CFI) = .959, root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .047, and standardized root
mean square residual (SRMR) = .0384. The four-factor structure
showed better fit than a single-factor structure: χ2
(209) = 2312.036**, CFI = .735, RMSEA = .119, SRMR = .0825. This
result was further supported by a chi-square difference test, which
showed that our model had a significantly better fit to the model than
a single-factor model.
3.10 | LCS modeling
To test our hypotheses, we employed LCS modeling (McArdle, 2009;
Selig & Preacher, 2009) using the structural equation modeling frame-
work in Mplus on the basis of item-level data (using Mplus version
8.4; Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2017). LCS models provide flexibility
for modeling change in a variety of ways (Grimm, Ram, &
Estabrook, 2016) and are well suited to investigate hypotheses in
which changes in one construct are predictors of changes in another
construct (Grimm, An, McArdle, Zonderman, & Resnick, 2012; Henk &
Castro-Schilo, 2016; Selig & Preacher, 2009). An advantage of LCS
models is that they eliminate measurement errors by specifying
multiple-indicator latent variables (McArdle, 2009). In addition, the
usage of LCS is advantageous compared with the usage of simple
change scores, which are associated with several methodological
problems (Edwards, 2001; Henk & Castro-Schilo, 2016). Thus,
researchers increasingly use LCS models to analyze change-to-change
relationships on the basis of two-wave or longitudinal data
(e.g., Hoppe, Toker, Schachler, & Ziegler, 2017; Smith, Gillespie,
Callan, Fitzsimmons, & Paulsen, 2017; van de Brake, Walter, Rink,
Essens, & van der Vegt, 2018).1
In this study, we relied on Henk and Castro-Schilo's (2016)
specification of the LCS framework for analysis of change-to-change
relationships with two-wave data (see Henk & Castro-Schilo, 2016,
for a detailed description as well as the Mplus scripts used to fit
the model to the data). Furthermore, we implemented the recom-
mendations of Selig and Preacher (2009) to investigate the hypothe-
sized mediations. We modeled change in the emotional culture of
joy, change in mutuality, change in team reflexivity, and change in
team resilience capacity as latent variables. To create the four LCSs,
we regressed all latent T2 variables on their corresponding latent T1
variables with a fixed path of 1. Additionally, we defined the LCSs
by their corresponding T2 variable with a fixed loading of 1. The
resulting LCSs represented within-team changes across two time
points and were free of measurement error (McArdle, 2009). In our
hypothesized model, initial levels of the latent constructs
(i.e., emotional culture of joy in T1, mutuality in T1, reflexivity in T1,
and team resilience in T1) were allowed to correlate with their
corresponding LCSs; however, the LCSs were not allowed to corre-
late with the initial levels of other latent constructs. Furthermore,
the latent constructs were allowed to correlate with each other at
baseline, and the variances of the latent constructs at baseline and
the variances and residual variances of the LCSs were estimated.
The variance of the latent variables at T2 was set to 0. The T1 and
T2 unique factor covariances were specified, and their unique factor
variances were set to equality to produce strict factorial invariance
(Wang et al., 2017). The means of the latent variables were set to
0. The means of the LCSs were estimated.
1LCS models are based on a structural equation modeling framework and model change as a
latent variable. The LCS represents within-unit change (i.e., increase or decrease) concerning
the variable of interest between two adjacent measurement occasions (Henk & Castro-
Schilo, 2016). LCS modeling approaches have several advantages over other approaches in
the study of change (Castro-Schilo & Grimm, 2018; Liu, Mo, Song, & Wang, 2016). First, LCSs
are perfectly reliable, that is, free of measurement error, as the true score is separated from
the random error of measurement (Henk & Castro-Schilo, 2016). Second, LCSs capture
within-unit changes and can provide information about unit-specific differences in change
(Selig & Preacher, 2009). Third, LCSs allow us to investigate change-to-change relationships
instead of level-to-level relationships, and the change score spans over one time interval (Liu,
Mo, Song, & Wang, 2016; McArdle, 2009). Thus, researchers recommend LCS models over
modeling approaches such as simple change scores or residual change scores, as these may
contain measurement error or explain deviation from expected values instead of within-unit
change. (Castro-Schilo & Grimm, 2018; Henk & Castro-Schilo, 2016).
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4 | RESULTS
Table 1 displays the means, standard deviations, bivariate correlations,
and Cronbach's alphas of the study's variables at T1 and T2.
Regarding the temporal stability of the variables in our sample,
we noted that the correlations of our focal variables across the two
measurements occasions seemed to show moderate stability over
time, which is relatively common in longitudinal studies (Usami,
Hayes, & McArdle, 2016; van de Brake, Walter, Rink, Essens, & van
der Vegt, 2018). Notably, however, these bivariate correlations repre-
sented moderate stability at the between-team level, whereas we
were interested in within-team changes. Thus, we first investigated
the degree of within-team stability regarding the variables of interest.
Specifically, we calculated the means and variances of our LCSs based
on univariate LCS models. In general, significant means of an LCS sug-
gest that, on average, the manifestation of the constructs under study
increased (if the mean is positive) or decreased (if the mean is nega-
tive) over time. Furthermore, significant variances suggest that there
are entity-specific differences in this change, such that not every
entity under study (in our research, not every team) necessarily
changes in the same direction and/or with the same magnitude
(Henk & Castro-Schilo, 2016). Based on the four univariate LCS
models, we found that whereas none of the LCSs of the constructs
had significant means, all the LCSs of our four variables had significant
variances (p < .01). This finding suggests that there was significant
heterogeneity in the amount of within-team change in the emotional
culture of joy, mutuality, reflexivity, and team resilience capacity,
meaning that some teams increased while others decreased, even
though there was no clear increasing or decreasing trend in the overall
sample. This finding supported the value of a multivariate analysis to
investigate how change in the emotional culture of joy (i.e., Δjoy) was
related to change in team resilience capacity (i.e., Δteam resilience
capacity) via change in mutuality (i.e., Δmutuality) and change in
reflexivity (i.e., Δreflexivity).
To test our hypotheses, we calculated two different models. To
test Hypothesis 1, we regressed Δteam resilience capacity on Δjoy.
To test Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3, we calculated a model with
two parallel mediators in which the effects of Δjoy on Δteam resil-
ience capacity were mediated by both Δmutuality and Δreflexivity. To
test for the direct and indirect effects, we calculated the 95% bias-
corrected bootstrap confidence intervals in Mplus. We ran the LCS
models with 10,000 samples. Hypothesis 1 predicted a direct relation-
ship in which change in the emotional culture of joy predicts change
in team resilience capacity. In line with this hypothesis, we found that
a higher change in the emotional culture of joy predicted a higher
change in team resilience capacity (b = .32; 95% CI [.143, .652];
p < .01). Hypothesis 2 predicted that change in mutuality mediated
the positive relationship between change in the emotional culture of
joy and change in team resilience capacity. We found a significant
indirect effect of change in the emotional culture of joy on change in
team resilience capacity via change in mutuality (b = .16; 95% CI
[.077, .341]; p < .01). Hypothesis 3 predicted that change in reflexivity
mediated the positive relationship between change in the emotional
culture of joy and change in team resilience. We found a significant
indirect effect of change in the emotional culture of joy on change in
team resilience capacity via change in reflexivity (b = .07; 95% CI
[−.008, .406]; p = .09). Table 2 shows the results of this LCS model
with two parallel mediators, which reflects our final model, shown in
Figure 1.
4.1 | Post-hoc analysis
To assess alternative explanations that potentially derived from our
data, we also tested other models. Specifically, we tested two differ-
ent serial mediation models and compared their fit to the fit of our
hypothesized model with two parallel mediators. The first alternative
model specifies relationships in which change in the emotional culture
of joy influences change in mutuality, which sequentially influences
change in reflexivity, which finally influences change in team resilience
capacity. The second alternative model specifies relationships in
which change in the emotional culture of joy influences change in
TABLE 1 Means, standard deviations (SD), correlations, and Cronbach's alphas for the study variables
Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Team size 11.23 5.79
2. Job type .66 .48 .30**
3. Emotional culture of joy T1 3.97 .37 −.07 .25* .84
4. Mutuality T1 4.20 .36 −.13 .04 .71** .89
5. Team reflexivity T1 3.66 .39 .05 .29** .63** .60** .78
6. Team resilienceT1 3.87 .28 −.27* 0.07 .71** .75** .62** .91
7. Emotional culture of joy T2 4.03 .33 −.01 .36** .54** .38** .31** .36** .83
8. Mutuality T2 4.24 .40 −.25* −.15 .42** .50** .32** .42** .48** .87
9. Team reflexivity T2 3.62 .42 .07 .28** .47** .43** .63** .39** .52** .46** .79
10. Team resilienceT2 3.88 .27 −.25* .02 .57** .47** .43** .58** .57** .73** .56** .88
Note: N = 91. Bold font indicates Cronbach's alpha values from correlations.
*p < .05 (two-tailed tests). **p < .01 (two-tailed tests).
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reflexivity, which sequentially influences change in mutuality, which
finally influences change in team resilience capacity. To compare
these three models, we relied on previous research (e.g., Petrou,
Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2018; Sung et al., 2017) and statistical recom-
mendations by Grimm and Ram (2018), Grimm, Mazza, and
Mazzocco (2016), and Henson, Reise, and Kim (2007), who recom-
mend using the Akaike information criterion (AIC) and the sample-size
adjusted Bayesian information criterion (ssBIC) for comparing non-
nested models, as they are preferable over relative fit indices. When
comparing models based on the AIC and ssBIC, the model with the
lowest criterion is chosen as the most parsimonious (best) model
(Merkle, You, & Preacher, 2016). Our hypothesized model had a bet-
ter fit with the data (χ2 = 1683.355, p = .00, AIC = 974.514,
ssBIC = 896.414) compared with the two alternative models
(χ2 = 1688.223, p = .00, AIC = 979.382, ssBIC = 901.282 and
χ2 = 1687.193, p = .00, AIC = 978.352, ssBIC = 900.252). These
results lend further confidence to the appropriateness of our
model specification and the underlying theoretical idea of resource
caravans.
5 | DISCUSSION
This paper developed and examined a conceptual model in which
change in the emotional culture of joy leads to change in team resil-
ience capacity via change in social and cognitive mechanisms
(i.e., mutuality and reflexivity). The results from a two-wave study
with 91 teams indicate that increases in the emotional culture of joy
help cultivate both mutuality in relationships and reflexivity, which in
turn enhance team resilience capacity. With our focused theory build-
ing and concentrating on teams' positive psychological capacity, we
contribute to the literature in the field of positive organizational
behavior (Bakker & Schaufeli, 2008; Luthans, 2002; Wright, 2003).
Specifically, we advance the research on resilience and work teams by
revealing the dynamic emotional, social, and cognitive mechanisms
that underlie the development of more resilient work teams.
5.1 | Theoretical implications
Our study sheds light on the dynamic mechanisms that may foster
team resilience in organizational settings. Our results illustrate how
growth in positive emotional experiences fosters consequential
resource growth in psychological resources such as team resilience
capacity via growth in social and cognitive resources. Building on COR
theory (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll, Halbesleben, Neveu, &
Westman, 2018) and BnB theory (Fredrickson, 2001, 2013), we
advance the research and theory of team resilience (Gucciardi
et al., 2018; Stoverink, Kirkman, Mistry, & Rosen, 2020).
First, our study answers scholarly calls for empirical investigations
of the antecedents of team resilience capacity (King, Newman, &
Luthans, 2016; Stoverink, Kirkman, Mistry, & Rosen, 2020). We pro-
vide further insights into how teams in organizations can thrive and
grow in the face of adversity by focusing on the role of team
resources. We advocate that to increase team resilience, organizations
must consider a combination of affective, social/relational, and cogni-
tive factors as, together, these mechanisms can most efficiently foster
team resilience capacity. We identify specific collective resources that
may lead to growth in team resilience capacity. We highlight the
positive effect of positive emotional cultures and thus link to the
emerging research on emotional culture in organizations (Barsade &
O'Neill, 2014; O'Neill & Rothbard, 2017). The results of our study are
in line with BnB theory, which predicts that positive emotions foster
resilience (Fredrickson, 2001) and further relate to prior research that
has shown that positive collective emotions can promote positive
team interactions (Tse & Dasborough, 2008; Tse, Dasborough, &
Ashkanasy, 2008). We extend this important research by focusing on
a specific positive emotional experience, the emotional culture of joy,
as scholars have highlighted that distinguishing among different forms
of positive emotional experiences is important because these forms
may differ in their mechanisms and effects (Fredrickson &
Cohn, 2008; Lindebaum & Jordan, 2012; Menges & Kilduff, 2015;
Shaver, Schwartz, Kirson, & O'Connor, 1987). Our results suggest that
positive and activating emotional cultures that embrace an approach
TABLE 2 Unstandardized parameter estimates for the final model
Path Estimate S.E.
Predictive indirect path
Δjoy ! Δmutuality ! Δteam resilience .16** .05




Team size ! Δteam resilience .00 .00
Job type ! Δteam resilience −.01 .03
Correlations
Δjoy, joy1 .01 .01
Δmutuality, mutuality1 −.03** .01
Δreflexivity, reflexivity1 −.01 .01










Δteam resilience .02** .01
Note: N = 91; Δ denotes changes betweenTime 1 and Time 2;
S.E. = Standard error; scores on the latent change variables fall on a
continuum that includes both positive and negative changes (increases
and decreases fromT1 toT2). More positive scores indicate more positive
changes.
†p < .10.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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motivation such as the emotional culture of joy may help teams face
adversity, develop adaptive mechanisms, and grow from stressful
experiences. Furthermore, we answer scholarly calls to shed light on
the mechanisms underlying resilience in organizations (Caza, Barton,
Christianson, & Sutcliffe, 2020) and delineate how social and cognitive
mechanisms serve to translate an emotional culture of joy into higher
levels of team resilience.
In this regard, we uncover the central role of social mechanisms
and highlight the importance of positive forms of human relations in
the workplace. We show that growth in a team's emotional culture of
joy leads to growth in team resilience capacity via growth in mutuality,
which is an important expression of high-quality work relations. Other
than an instrumental form of interaction, mutuality marks a generative
form of interrelating that cultivates a feeling of connectedness, worth,
and belongingness. Therefore, mutuality can be generative and a culti-
vator of psychological resources, as suggested by the relational
resourcing view (Carmeli, Dutton, & Hardin, 2015). In times of adver-
sity, empathetic and caring relationships can be a source of protection
and felt safety (Kahn, 2001). As mutuality can equip team members to
engage and adapt, it is an important driver of team resilience capacity
(Carmeli, Jones, & Binyamin, 2016; Lawrence & Maitlis, 2012). More-
over, we specify a cognitive mechanism underlying team resilience
and show that growth in the emotional culture of joy also nurtures
growth in team resilience capacity through growth in team reflexivity.
We thus extend the research that has identified the connection
between reflexivity and collective strain (Schippers, West, &
Dawson, 2015) and that has investigated the relationship between
team reflexivity and team adaption (Konradt, Schippers, Garbers, &
Steenfatt, 2015) and, in particular, resilient team functioning (Siegel &
Schraagen, 2017). Our research echoes the theorizing that creating
situational awareness to identify needs for adjustments enhances
team capacity for resilience (Gucciardi et al., 2018) as well as of the
understanding of team reflexivity as an important transition process
(Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001). We suggest that the positive
effect of this transition process unfolds through two pathways. First,
when facing adversity, reflexivity helps teams create situational
awareness and develop adequate actions for adaptation that might be
needed to address new situations. Second, following an experience of
setbacks, reflexivity helps teams learn from their experiences and
implement procedural modifications if needed. As such, team reflexiv-
ity may be of crucial importance in the minimizing phase and the
mending phase of the team resilience process (Alliger, Cerasoli,
Tannenbaum, & Vessey, 2015; Stoverink, Kirkman, Mistry, &
Rosen, 2020). However, the findings of our final conceptual model
with two mediators suggest that a humanizing form of interrelating,
that is, mutuality, may be more important than cognitive pathways in
developing team resilience capacity. This result leads to the conclu-
sion that a pure cognitive focus may not be sufficient in supporting a
team's ability to handle adversity as a team. An explanation for this
phenomenon could be that the experience of adversity highlights
feelings of vulnerability and triggers team members' needs to feel
sheltered and supported. A pure cognitive focus may not address such
needs. In contrast, caring interactions and a joint focus on
relationships may allow team members to leverage collective
resources (Carmeli, Dutton, & Hardin, 2015) and provide shelter for
one another (Lawrence & Maitlis, 2012).
As a second important contribution, our two-wave empirical
study design allowed us to shed light on within-team change in team
resilience. This point is important as teams are dynamic entities and
the research often—implicitly or explicitly—concerns change that
occurs within these entities and not between these entities. However,
this point is often not reflected in empirical study designs, which pri-
marily seek to understand individual team experiences by examining
solely between-team differences (Matusik, Hollenbeck, Matta, &
Oh, 2019). Analytical approaches that do not segregate within-unit
changes from between-unit differences often do not exemplify well
underlying theoretical processes. Our investigation provides a first
step in better understanding the underlying dynamics in the develop-
ment of team resilience. With our LCS modeling, we not only consider
the two-wave nature of the data but also model within-team variabil-
ity instead of between-team variability. We highlight how within-
construct evolution in affective, social, and cognitive resources may
drive within-construct change in a psychological resource. Thus, our
findings underscore that not only baseline levels might matter.
Instead, we show that teams may grow their team resilience capacity
through continuously nurturing their emotional culture of joy, as this
action unleashes changes in mutuality and reflexivity, regardless of
prior levels. This novel investigation can inspire and open new
windows for opportunities that move from “simple” linkages to
explaining changes over time. In doing so, our findings add to a more
comprehensive theory of positive organizational behavior (Luthans &
Avolio, 2009) by providing a dynamic perspective of team resilience
capacity and its antecedents.
Finally, our study contributes to the theory development on resil-
ience in the workplace, which has suffered from limited theoretical
grounding (Hartmann, Weiss, Newman, & Hoegl, 2020; King, New-
man, & Luthans, 2016). As an overarching theoretical framework, we
rely on COR theory to theorize our dual pathways mediation model.
COR theory argues for the existence of so-called passageways
(Hobfoll, 2011a). These passageways refer to shared conditions in
organizations, such as shared culture, which might accelerate change
in other resources (Hobfoll, Halbesleben, Neveu, & Westman, 2018).
As these passageways create overall conditions, they also explain why
resources tend to grow or decline in packages and not individually
(Hobfoll, 2011a). We pinpoint the emotional culture of joy as such
passageway, which fosters the accumulation of resource reservoirs.
This is an interesting result given that “passageways are a relatively
unexamined element of COR theory” (Halbesleben, Neveu, Paustian-
Underdahl, & Westman, 2014, p. 1351). As passageways foster the
development of consequential resources in caravans, Hobfoll (2011a,
p. 119) highlights that the “passageways concept helps explain the
high correlations among resources.” This argument offers an explana-
tion for the high correlation of co-traveling resources we found in our
data set and clarifies why conceptually distinct concepts might
correlate to such an extent. Overall, our study shifts the focus of COR
theory from conservation to the development of resources.
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Furthermore, by highlighting the emotional culture of joy as a pas-
sageway, we build connections between the BnB and COR theories,
two fundamental theories concerning resilience in the workplace. To
explicate and explain the effects of the emotional culture of joy, we
draw on BnB theory and extend its application to the team level of
analysis as suggested by Fredrickson (2003). Specifically, our analysis
is grounded on the build hypothesis, which has received only limited
attention in empirical research (Fredrickson, 2013), even though it is
well suited to helping shed light on the dynamics underlying the
development of team resilience. Consistent with previous theorizing
and research (Fredrickson & Joiner, 2002; Ouweneel, Le Blanc, &
Schaufeli, 2012; Salanova, Bakker, & Llorens, 2006; Walter &
Bruch, 2008), our results highlight that change in positive emotions
can unleash upward spiraling effects that lead to consequential
growth in other resources. Much of the prior research on BnB theory
has focused on the positive effects for physiological processes such as
vagal tone (Kok & Fredrickson, 2010). Complementing these
findings, some studies have shown that positive emotional experi-
ences may also nurture psychological processes in general
(Fredrickson & Joiner, 2002), in academic contexts (Ouweneel, Le
Blanc, & Schaufeli, 2011), or in workplace contexts (Ouweneel, Le
Blanc, & Schaufeli, 2012; Salanova, Bakker, & Llorens, 2006). For
example, Salanova, Bakker, and Llorens (2006) showed a reciprocal
positive relationship between organizational and personal resources
and work-related flow, resulting in mutual positive reinforcement. The
results of our study are in line with such findings and demonstrate
that such upward spiraling effects can also be observed at the team
level of analysis. Thus, our study provides empirical evidence for the
build hypothesis of BnB theory, the core arguments of which are in
line with the idea of resource gain spirals suggested by COR theory.
Finally, our results suggested that change in positive forms of inter-
relating accounted for more change in team resilience capacity com-
pared with change in cognitive pathways. This finding highlights the
argument of the relational resourcing view, which states that positive
and humanized forms of relating are an important catalyst for adap-
tive and resilient team capacity (Carmeli, Dutton, & Hardin, 2015).
Positive social relations can endogenously equip teams with resources
that are needed to cope, adapt, and grow (Carmeli, Jones, &
Binyamin, 2016). Importantly, they further create a holding environ-
ment by providing a feeling of worth and care to people in that rela-
tionship (Dutton & Heaphy, 2003; Kahn, 2001). We argue that these
mechanisms are of high importance amidst adversity. Thus, whereas
cognitive pathways are certainly an important means of enabling team
functioning, positive forms of interrelating might have a higher impact
in times of adversity.
5.2 | Practical implications
Our research also provides relevant practical recommendations. In
these dynamic times, it is very likely that teams will face a form of
adversity or severe challenge at least once in their working life. Our
research offers guidance for organizations that want to develop a
nurturing ground for resilience. In the following, we provide hands-on
suggestions for teams that want to strengthen their resilience capac-
ity. First, we highlight that a positive emotional context is beneficial
for team resilience as it nurtures social and cognitive processes, which
ultimately leads to resilience. Our findings suggest that teams may
grow their capacity for resilience by investing effort into affect-
oriented management and by growing an emotional team culture of
joy. This is an important finding given that in organizational contexts,
people often feel more comfortable expressing negative emotions
such as anger than positive emotions such as joy (Barsade &
O'Neill, 2016). Thus, fostering feeling mechanisms and normative
enactment is important to foster the expression of joy among
employees (Barsade & O'Neill, 2014). To create important feeling
mechanisms, team activities such as joking or joyful team events can
be helpful if they break tensions and reduce frustration (Marks,
Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001). However, to create a collective culture of
positive emotions, emotions must also be shared and enacted. This
sharing could be enforced by appropriate group norms that either cre-
ate the need to comply or put rituals into place that facilitate the shar-
ing of positive emotions (Barsade & O'Neill, 2014).
Furthermore, our findings suggest that devoting time to esta-
blishing nurturing relationships in teams is key to enabling organiza-
tional functioning, as relationships can provide resources that allow
teams to better cope with challenges. Lilius et al. (2008) noted that
compassionate interpersonal acts do not have to be extensive to
create a positive impact on the relationship. As such, even small acts
of showing understanding for a colleague's personal situation can help
build generative relationships at work (Lilius, Worline, Dutton,
Kanov, & Maitlis, 2011). This type of personal sharing, however,
requires a normative environment that allows for such sharing and is
further facilitated by concrete guidelines for interaction that specify
content parameters and boundary conditions (Lee, Mazmanian, &
Perlow, 2020; Lilius, Worline, Dutton, Kanov, & Maitlis, 2011).
Furthermore, managers must also act virtuously if they want virtue to
spread (Owens & Hekman, 2016). As such, managerial role
modeling and an organizational culture that highlights the value of
human connections and mutuality can serve as important
steps toward establishing positive social connections and an ethic
of care.
Finally, our study further highlights the value of increases in
reflexivity. As such, teams can benefit from engaging in monitoring
and planning to create shared situational awareness and identify
potential needs for adjustment. However, teams do not necessarily
engage in reflection spontaneously (Schippers, Homan, &
Knippenberg, 2013). Therefore, establishing team routines that
facilitate cognitive exchange, such as regular reflective team
meetings and/or after-action reviews, may help promote reflexivity
(Salas, Reyes, & McDaniel, 2018). Nevertheless, managers may be
hesitant to implement such routines as they require time, which is
often a limited resource. Allen, Reiter-Palmon, Crowe, and Scott (2018)
noted that a clear focus on key issues, specified reflection objectives,
and a safe team climate maximize the effectiveness of such team
reflections.
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5.3 | Limitations and future research
Although our study provides important insights, some limitations
should be noted. We investigated multiple teams from a single organi-
zation. Hence, certain distinctive characteristics of the investigated
company may have had an impact on the results. For instance, the
organization we investigated focused on care-related activities.
Furthermore, the organization we studied operated in the German
cultural context, which might have had an effect on our results, even
though the relationship between other forms of positive interrelating
and team resilience capacity has also been established in other cul-
tural contexts and within other occupations (e.g., Carmeli, Friedman, &
Tishler, 2013; Meneghel, Martínez, & Salanova, 2016; Stephens,
Heaphy, Carmeli, Spreitzer, & Dutton, 2013). Although we are confi-
dent that our results hold implications for different organizational and
cultural contexts, constructive replications in other contextual settings
are warranted to further probe and refine the theory developed in this
study (Hoegl & Hartmann, 2020).
A major methodological strength of our study is that we were
able to investigate within-team change with the help of an LCS
modeling approach. As such, we were able to make inferences about
the dynamics underlying the development of team resilience capacity
and investigated changes within teams. Clearly, team members' turn-
over may affect changes in team resilience capacity, which we could
not test here. Therefore, we encourage further research on this issue,
particularly on mechanisms of socialization within a team, which make
it likely that a team will maintain its core identity, even if single team
members change (Rink, Kane, Ellemers, & van der Vegt, 2013). More-
over, no causal inferences can be made based on our data, as all the
changes we investigated occurred in the same time interval. A longitu-
dinal design or a more controlled field experiment may help test the
causality behind the hypothesized relationships and may be well
suited to minimize confounding effects, such as turnover.
In our paper, we have argued that change in an emotional culture
of joy may foster change in team resilience. Prior research on group
emotions and group emotional cultures suggests that different posi-
tive emotions might lead to distinct effects (Fredrickson &
Cohn, 2008; Menges & Kilduff, 2015; O'Neill & Rothbard, 2017).
Thus, it would be worthwhile to investigate the effects of other posi-
tive emotional cultures, specifically those that lead to low activation
and do not promote actions. For example, it would be interesting to
investigate whether positive emotions of different levels of activation
are related to different aspects of resilience, such as stress coping and
adaptation. Furthermore, shared emotional cultures may result from
different underlying processes; it appears worthwhile to investigate
how these processes underlying the formation of shared emotional
cultures, such as emotional contagion or empathy, influence the
nature and embodiment of the emotional cultures. For example, in the
case of the emotional culture of joy, empathizing may underscore
feelings of safety (Kahn, 2001; Lawrence & Maitlis, 2012), whereas
emotional contagion from the sharing of amusement may highlight
collegiality and cooperation (Barsade, 2002; Vijayalakshmi &
Bhattacharyya, 2012). In this regard, a better understanding could be
gained by a more nuanced investigation of the concept. Moreover,
our study provides evidence that social and cognitive mechanisms can
explain why change in an emotional culture of joy links to change in
team resilience. Although we pinpoint the mediating role of two spe-
cific mechanisms, that is, mutuality and reflexivity, the literature on
team resilience would benefit from identifying additional mediating
mechanisms. For example, the prior theory has highlighted the role of
psychological safety (Stoverink, Kirkman, Mistry, & Rosen, 2020). The
role of this concept could be tested in future empirical research.
Finally, whereas prior research has provided evidence that positive
team processes can nurture team resilience (e.g., Carmeli, Friedman, &
Tishler, 2013; Stephens, Heaphy, Carmeli, Spreitzer, & Dutton, 2013),
the role of moderating conditions that might influence the relationship
between the antecedents and team resilience has, with exceptions
(Meneghel, Martínez, & Salanova, 2016), been illustrated only to a lim-
ited degree. As such, future research could develop our knowledge on
relevant contingency factors.
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